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MEDIUM-SIZED PROJECT PROPOSAL 
REQUEST FOR GEF FUNDING     

AGENCY’S PROJECT ID: P083172 
GEFSEC PROJECT ID:  
COUNTRY: Kenya 
PROJECT TITLE: Wildlife Conservation Leasing 
Demonstration Project 
GEF AGENCY: World Bank 
OTHER EXECUTING AGENCY(IES): The Wildlife 
Foundation, Kenya Wildlife Services, Friends of 
Nairobi National Park and Kitengela land Owners 
Association (KILA) 

DURATION: 4 Years 
GEF FOCAL AREA: Biodiversity Conservation.  
GEF OPERATIONAL PROGRAM: Arid and Semi-
arid Zones Ecosystem 
GEF STRATEGIC PRIORITY: BD-4 Generation and 
dismination of best practices for addressing current 
and emerging biodiversity issues. 
ESTIMATED STARTING DATE: December 2006 
 

FINANCING PLAN (US$) 
GEF PROJECT/COMPONENT 

Project 1,000,000
PDF A*      

Sub-Total GEF 
1,000,000

CO-FINANCING** 
Government 217,600
NGOs 272,000
Others (matching 
contributors) 

210,000

Sub-Total Co-financing: 699,600
Total Project Financing: 1,699,600
FINANCING FOR ASSOCIATED 

ACTIVITY IF ANY:

* Indicate approval date of PDFA  
** Details provided in the Financing Section

RECORD OF  ENDORSEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE GOVERNMENT:
Prof. Ratemo W. Michieka PhD EBS Date: June 21, 2004 
Director General NEMA  

CONTRIBUTION TO KEY INDICATORS OF THE BUSINESS PLAN: (1) Increase in area voluntarily enrolled in 
WCL from 8400 acres to 60,000 acres by end of project; (2) 30% increase in number of  lions (key 
bioindicator species for large predator populations) in Nairobi National Park; (3) At least 2 sites in 
East Africa identified as good prospects for replication of WCL approach 
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202-473-9727, ccrepin@worldbank.org 
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PART I -  PROJECT CONCEPT 
A- SUMMARY 

 

The Kitengela area, south of the Nairobi National Park (NNP) has traditionally been 
owned and used by Maasai pastoralists, co-existing with wildlife population for which it 
represents an essential dispersal area and migration corridor.   Over the past few decades, 
these critical wildlife habitats have been eroded as a result of land subdivision, fencing 
and attempts at cultivation.   Frequently this follows the sale of land to people outside the 
local Maasai community, usually due to a household’s an urgent need for cash.  Some 
local landowners have also come to regard the park and its wildlife as a liability, causing 
economic losses through predation and disease transmission, but yielding little economic 
benefit.   Human-wildlife conflict has been escalating, sometimes erupting into killing of 
predators and other animals considered to be problematic.  Earlier efforts to change 
attitudes by promoting community-based conservation and ecotourism have largely failed 
because the income earning opportunities have proven insufficient to counteract the 
forces driving land sales, subdivision and conversion.  In fact, the existing high level of 
tourism development in the area offers only limited opportunities for new tourism 
enterprises.  Therefore, a new approach is needed to motivate and enable the landowners 
to maintain wildlife habitat on their land.   
 
The Wildlife Conservation Leasing (WCL) program, established by The Wildlife 
Foundation (TWF) on a pilot scale in 2000, has been demonstrated to offer an effective 
alternative.  Under this program, individual landowners enter into a purely voluntary 
contractual agreement with TWF to enroll a specified portion of their land in the 
program, with TWF paying $4/year for each acre enrolled.  This figure was derived 
through negotiation with the local Kitengela Land Owners Association (KILA) and,  at 
the request of KILA, is distributed as cash directly to the landowners at a public meeting 
which is held three times each year (at the time school fees are due).  Under the terms of 
the lease, the landowner agrees not to sell, fence, sub-divide or cultivate the enrolled 
land.  In principle, failure to abide by these provisions would result in TWF considering 
the contract to be terminated and withholding payment.  However, this situation has 
never arisen.   Presently 117 landowners have enrolled about 8400 acres, and about 100 
other households with a total land area of about 19,000 acres are on a waiting list to join.   
Through this program, participating households have benefited from a modest but reliable 
source of income which has buffered them against drought, improved their access to 
health and education, and assisted them to resist the pressure to sell off portions of their 
land to meet short term needs. Socio-economic studies have shown that such sales have a 
high probability of triggering a decline into greater poverty for pastoralist households.  
(See Annex 2 for additional details about the existing WCL program).      
 
The proposed GEF project aims to expand the area covered by the program to 60,000 
acres (with about 500-600 participating households) and to put in place measures to 
enhance its effectiveness and sustainability.  It also aims to demonstrate the feasibility 
and usefulness of the WCL approach (and direct payment approaches for biodiversity 
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conservation more generally) and encourage its adoption in other priority areas where 
conditions indicate it could be successful, and to generate and disseminate lessons 
regarding scaling up of community-based conservation programs. 
 

B - COUNTRY OWNERSHIP 

1. COUNTRY ELIGIBILITY 

Kenya signed the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) on 11th June 1994; ratified 
on 26th July 1994. 

 
2. COUNTRY DRIVENNESS 

The Kenya National Environmental Management and Coordination Act (December, 
1999) and the Wildlife Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (Amended 1989), 
establish the goal to conserve the natural environments of Kenya as a world heritage 
through protection and conservation of their fauna and flora for the benefit of present and 
future generations.  Nairobi NP and its surrounding ecosystem are identified by the 
Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) as a “Priority A1a area” where wildlife is the highest 
priority land use.  The KWS has proposed that the National Park Ecosystem be 
nominated as a UNESCO Man and Biosphere Reserve. The KWS Policy Framework 
Phase 2 Report (1990) shifts the central policy for the conservation of wildlife on private 
land towards landowners, by granting them more rights and responsibilities and 
encouraging them to earn revenue from conservation-related activities.    
 
The KWS Strategic Plan 2006-2011, which was launched last month advocates for 
protected areas with functional buffer zones through devolution of responsibilities to 
manage wildlife to local people for their benefits. The Nairobi National Park ecosystem 
wildlife conservation lease (WCL) initiative supports this approach by providing direct 
financial incentives to (mainly indigenous) private landowners to maintain habitat for 
wildlife within Kenya’s threatened arid and semi-arid grassland ecosystem. Under the 
program, the Wildlife Foundation (a local NGO) pays a lease fee directly to individual 
landowners to enter voluntarily into open-ended wildlife conservation lease i.e. in return 
for agreeing not to fence, cultivate or subdivide the designated land and to actively 
manage their land for wildlife and sustainable livestock grazing.  This initiative strongly 
supports KWS’s objective of adopting an ecosystem management approach, which 
includes not only protecting and preserving the biodiversity in the Park itself, but also 
within the migration/dispersal lands adjacent to the protected area that are so vital to the 
overall success of maintaining the entire ecosystem. 
 
The project also supports national priorities to reduce poverty, provide new sources of 
income and improve school attendance and health services in rural areas (since most 
households use a significant portion of the lease payments for school fees and medical 
care).      
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The Nairobi National Park Ecosystem Wildlife Conservation Lease (WCL) initiative 
supports this approach by providing direct financial incentives to (mainly indigenous) 
private landowners to maintain habitat for wildlife within Kenya’s threatened arid and 
semi-arid grassland ecosystem. Under the program, The Wildlife Foundation (TWF, a 
local NGO) pays a lease fee directly to individual landowners to enter voluntarily into 
open-ended Wildlife Conservation Lease i.e. in return for agreeing not to fence, cultivate 
or subdivide the designated land and to actively manage their land for wildlife and 
sustainable livestock grazing.  This initiative strongly supports KWS’s objective of 
adopting an ecosystem management approach, which includes not only protecting and 
preserving the biodiversity in the Park itself, but also within the migration/dispersal lands 
adjacent to the protected area that are so vital to the overall success of maintaining the 
entire ecosystem. 
 
The project also supports national priorities to reduce poverty, provide new sources of 
income and improve school attendance and health services in rural areas (since most 
households use a significant portion of the lease payments for school fees and medical 
care).      
 

C – PROGRAM AND POLICY CONFORMITY 

1. PROGRAM DESIGNATION AND CONFORMITY:

This project is in conformity with GEF Operational Programs No.1 dealing with arid and 
semi-arid zone ecosystems.  The project area is the Kitengela region adjacent to the 
southern border of Nairobi National Park, which represents an extension of the Park’s dry 
savannah ecosystem.  The target area to be maintained as wildlife habitat outside the park 
is 60,000 acres, compared to 28,900 acres (117 km2) for the park itself.  The Kitengela 
also represents an essential seasonal dispersal area and a migration corridor between the 
dry season water sources in the park to the north and calving areas to the south.   

 
The project conforms to Strategic Priority Four: Generation and dissemination of best 
practices for addressing current and emerging biodiversity issues.   The wildlife 
conservation lease program represents both an effort to support synergy between wildlife 
conservation and pastoralism as land uses, and a new approach to applying the concept of 
Payment for Environmental Services (PES) to wildlife and biodiversity conservation in 
Africa.  PES is increasingly gaining recognition as a viable alternative to the traditional 
“command and control” and Integrated Conservation and Development (ICDP) 
approaches to conservation, but practical examples remain relatively rare, particularly in 
Africa and in arid/semi-arid ecosystems.  This project aims to demonstrate the use of 
WCL as a viable conservation tool, by scaling up the existing small-scale PES program to 
cover a much larger area, and enhancing its long-term sustainability.  This will require 
action at policy and operational levels as well as an effective communication and 
negotiation with local Maasai landowners.  The project will also provide important 
lessons regarding the management of wildlife/human conflicts, which represent one of 
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the main challenges for conservation throughout rural Africa.   The African Wildlife 
Foundation (one of the project co-financers) is leading efforts to raise awareness and 
introduce the use of PES for biodiversity conservation in East Africa, and is working to 
find effective ways of reducing human/wildlife conflict in partnership with local 
communities.  AWF will play a lead role in disseminating the results of the project, 
ensuring that lessons learned are disseminated and identifying suitable opportunities for 
replication.  .   
 

2. PROJECT DESIGN 

Project Rationale and Objectives 
 

Significance of the project area 
 
The East African arid and semi-arid savannah ecosystem supports a rich and unique 
assemblage of biodiversity including some of the last populations of large migratory 
mammals and their associated predators.   Nairobi National Park, founded in 1946 (the 
first National Park gazetted in East Africa) represents an important example of this 
threatened ecosystem.   Within a small area it has a large variety of habitats providing 
niches for a great diversity of species:  open plains of grassland alternating with  Acacia-
dominated savannah, broken bush and thicket, true forest patches, a permanent river with 
fringe thickets, permanent pools, dry luggas and riverbeds, long grass, short grass, flat 
land and foothills.   The forest within NNP represents the southern fringe of what is left 
of the once extensive Langata forest.  The park’s  fauna includes sizable populations of 
endangered species such as cheetah and black rhino and traditionally one of the highest 
densities of lions in East Africa, as well as leopard, hyena, giraffe, hippo, Grant’s and 
Thomson's gazelle, eland, hartebeest, wildebeest and zebra, and over 450 recorded 
species of birds.  The traditional seasonal migration of large ungulates into and out of 
NNP is one of the largest remaining in East Africa.   The KWS Policy Framework and 
Development Program identifies the NNP as Category A1a (highest priority for retaining 
wildlife conservation as a land use) for both its biological and economic value, and KWS 
has proposed the NNP ecosystem for nomination as a UNESCO Man and Biosphere 
Reserve.    
 
In addition, its very unusual close proximity to a major city makes NNP one of the most 
popular and accessible parks in East Africa.  It receives by far the highest number of 
national visitors of any park in the country, making it an important cultural and 
educational resource.  It is also one of the highest earning parks in Kenya, making it an 
important economic resource both for the PA system (providing a large share of annual 
revenue for the Kenya Wildlife Service, which is used to subsidize other biologically 
important parks and reserves with less revenue-earning potential), and for the country as 
a whole.  The Kitengela area is recognized as an important and ecologically sensitive 
area, considering its soils, hydrology and rainfall patterns.  It is one of the key areas that 
the Government of Kenya has identified to benefit from a national land use policy, 
expected to come into force by the end of 2006.   There is also a draft land use plan under 
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the Physical Planning Act for Kajiado County Council, which designates Kitengela as an 
ecologically fragile wildlife/livestock area that needs well planned land use to ensure its 
sustainability and avoid environmental degradation.  Thus, there is significant 
government commitment at both national and local level to maintain the natural savannah 
ecosystem in this area. 
 
Finally, the Kitengela Maasai landowners hold individual land titles in this area (unlike 
most other parts of the country) and already have experience with and a positive attitude 
towards the wildlife conservation lease concept, thanks to the existing small scale project.  
These factors make it a uniquely appropriate site to learn what is required (particularly 
from an institutional and administration perspective) to move from a small scale 
“boutique” project to one that is on a significant scale to achieve conservation benefits, 
and to move towards sustainability in the use of WCL as a conservation tool.  
 
Because of the limited and highly seasonal rainfall and relatively low nutritional value of 
predominant grasses, many savannah species require very large areas to maintain viable 
populations.   Because of the inevitably limited size of Protected Areas (PAs), their 
survival depends on access to dispersal areas outside the PA boundaries and open 
corridors to migrate between seasonal calving and feeding grounds.  The NNP represents 
a good example of this situation.  At just 117,000 ha, the park itself makes up only one 
quarter of the overall NNP ecosystem, as indicated in the recently completed NNP 
Ecosystem Management Plan.   The NNP  ecosystem encompasses the Athi-Kapiti plans 
(including the Kitengela area) and the Ngong Hills, and is mainly defined by the 
watershed of the Mbagathi River and by the migratory ranges of the large 
ungulatespecies.  The southernmost boundary of the ecosystem is defined by the end  of 
the usual wildebeest-zebra migration route.  However, many other species, including 
hartebeest, eland, giraffe, cape buffalo, Grant’s and Thomson's gazelle, lion, hyena and 
cheetah also move regularly into and out of the park, particularly in the rainy season 
when they do not have to remain close to the permanent springs within the park.   If these 
dispersal areas were not available for seasonal dispersal and migration, the populations of 
large mammals that could be supported would be greatly reduced.  This in turn would 
substantially alter the ecology of the park dramatically, reducing its importance both as a 
biodiversity resource and as a tourism destination and economic resource.  Thus it is not 
only the NNP itself, but the ecosystem as a whole that represents a high biodiversity and 
economic value, and must be maintained. 
 
The Kitengela area has traditionally been owned and used by the pastoral Maasai people, 
who share their land with migrating and resident wildlife species.  Because of the limited 
rainfall (less than 700 mm per year), the traditional economic use of the East African 
savannahs is extensive pastoralism.  Pastoralism is relatively compatible with wildlife in 
that it utilizes the natural grassland and water sources rather than transforming and 
diverting them as would be the case with intensive livestock production, crop agriculture 
and urban development.  However, in many areas, pastoralism is giving way to 
agriculture and fenced settlement, partly as a result of  economic and social policies that 
favor these more sedentary land uses.   Due to strong “land hunger” together with 
ongoing land reforms, in many cases the vital dispersal and migration areas are now 
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privately or communally owned, and the traditionally open savannah is increasingly 
becoming fragmented with fencing which is inimical to both wildlife and pastoralism.  
Approximately 10 percent of the area is now blocked by fences, up from about one 
percent 10 years ago.  Uncontrolled urban development is also having negative impacts 
by reducing grazing lands and increasing pollution in the Mbgathi River, which provides 
the only source for permanent water for both wildlife and livestock especially during the 
drought seasons.   In addition, the increasingly commercially-oriented livestock 
producers are increasingly reluctant to tolerate wildlife on their land because of grazing 
competition, predation on livestock, increased parasite loads and disease transmission 
between wildlife and livestock (relatively rare but nevertheless a widespread concern), 
and occasional attacks on humans.   For the dispersal and migratory areas to be 
maintained, landowners must receive benefits from the presence of wildlife that give 
them both the means and sufficient incentives to retain their land and maintain it in its 
natural ecological state despite these costs.   
 

Project objectives and key indicators 
 
The Global  Environment Objective of the proposed project is to maintain the seasonal 
dispersal areas and migration corridor open to ensure the viability of the Nairobi National Park 
ecosystem and its biodiversity, in partnership with local landowners.  A corollary objective 
is to demonstrate the viability of wildlife conservation leases as a mechanism for 
maintaining biodiversity in savannah ecosystems outside Protected Areas.  
 
The Development Objective is to enhance the quality of life and economic security of 
the local Maasai landowners by enabling them to maintain sustainable extensive 
pastoralism and to avoid losing their lands by providing them with an important, reliable 
additional source of income.  
 
Specific objectives include: 
 
• Support integrated management of the Nairobi NP ecosystem by maintaining 

migratory routes and dispersal areas; arresting and reversing current destructive 
trends of land sale, partitioning and  cultivation; 

• Improve the well-being, livelihoods and security of local households (reducing 
vulnerability to drought) through provision of a modest but reliable income stream 
that is not vulnerable to drought;   

• Increase support among local communities for wildlife and the NNP by increasing 
associated economic benefits and reducing costs (human-wildlife conflict);  

• Establish a supportive knowledge, policy and institutional environment for 
achievement of the project’s direct and indirect conservation goals over the longer 
term.  

• Demonstrate the ecological, economic and social soundness of  WCL as a 
conservation tool in pastoralist areas, and its applicability in other priority areas in 
East Africa; 
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Key indicators for the proposed project are: 
• Increase in area voluntarily placed under WCL from 8400 acres to 60,000 acres by 

end of project. 
• Increase in total number of participating households under WCL to approximately 

500. 
• No increase in % of target Kitengela range land that is enclosed by fences, 

compared with baseline at start of project. 
• 30% increase in number of lions (key bioindicator species for large predator 

populations) in Nairobi National Park. 
• Decrease in  % of local households selling a portion of their land in any given year 

from 40% to 10% 
• 50% increase in households adopting Non-lethal measures for reducing wildlife 

predation on livestock in project area 
• Increase in proportion of primary and secondary school-aged girls enrolled in 

school in the project area;  
• TFW develops and implements a professional quality fundraising strategy for 

WCL, and raises at least  $210,000 of funding for wildlife leases  
• At least 2 sites in East Africa identified as good prospects for replication of 

WCL approach. 
 

Summary of project design 
 

The project has three components:   
 
Component A:   Increasing land secured for conservation  (Total: US$   1,069,600;  
GEF: US$ 610,000;    KWS $49,600;  TNC US$ 150,000;  AWF US$ 50,000;  Other 
donors on matching basis  US$ 210,000).

The project will expand the coverage of the existing Wildlife Conservation Lease 
Program by:   

(i) direct financing of the cost of additional lease payments;  
(ii) providing matching funds to attract additional financing for WCLs from other 

donors. (First $200,000 of GEF to be provided as seed money; remaining 
$410,000 on basis of 1:1 matching of other donors’ contributions, including 
$200,000 from TNC and AWF); and 

(iii) Encouraging the  purchase or permanent allocation (through easement) of 
acquisition of  certain critical and vulnerable parcels of land, by helping to 
create a positive policy environment and providing assurance to prospective 
donors that they are contributing to an effective and sustainable program  

 
Component B:  Institutional strengthening for implementation and dissemination/ 
replication of WCL program (Total  US$  256,000; GEF:  US$ 150,000;  TWF: US$ 
68,000;  KWS: US$ 38,000) 

Specific activities include: 
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(i) funding for incremental staffing, operating costs and technical assistance for 

implementing, monitoring, supervising and evaluating a substantially 
expanded WCL program in the NNP ecosystem in an efficient and transparent 
manner (includes support for TWF for program administration, and KILA for 
landowner coordination and representation).   

(ii) Strategic planning for WCL program (prioritization of areas, phasing, 
development and implementation of fundraising strategy, etc.).  

(iii) Independent monitoring and evaluation of program implementation, lease 
compliance and impacts (biological/ecological; socio-economic), with 
stakeholder participation; 

(iv) Development and implementation of a dissemination and replication strategy 
for WCL, within the context of expanding awareness and use of PES approach 
for biodiversity conservation in East Africa (including workshops, 
publications, website, cross-visits, etc.)   

(v) Support for identification of two additional sites for trial implementation of 
the WCL approach. 

 

Component C: Enhancing the long term sustainability of the WCL program and 
the NNP ecosystem (Total: US$ 374,000; GEF US$ 240,000;  TWF US$ 4,000;  
KWS/GOK US$ 130,000)   
 

(i) Studies and other dialogue with government and other stakeholders to identify 
and facilitate policy and other measures to encourage the continuation of 
pastoralist and wildlife use of the target area, and to reduce existing incentives 
that encourage land use change and partitioning 

(ii) Development and implementation of a fund raising strategy to attract 
additional sources of financing to match GEF funds and to cover WCL costs 
beyond the current project; 

(iii) Technical assistance for establishment of a Trust Fund to operate in perpetuity  
(iv) Technical and operational assistance to local landowners to reduce wildlife-

related conflicts and costs (e.g. improved anti-predator fencing around bomas; 
measures to prevent disease transmission between livestock and wildlife if 
needed) and to identify and initiate biodiversity-compatible economic 
activities (e.g. tourism).  This assistance will be provided by TWF directly or 
by consultants engaged by TWF, and will not include a competitive grants 
program or any other direct financial support for commercial activities. 

 

3. SUSTAINABILITY (INCLUDING FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY) AND RISK ANALYSIS 

The sustainability of the proposed project derives from:  (i) its ecosystem level approach;  
(ii) its cultural and social relevance and high degree of popularity among all stakeholders 
and participants; (iii) the demonstrated value which both national and international 
stakeholders place on preserving East African wildlife in general and on the NNP 
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ecosystem specifically; and (iv)  its straightforward and relatively low-cost institutional 
framework.   These factors are expected to translate into the long-term political and 
financial support which is needed to maintain the WCL program in the long term and 
achieve lasting impacts.    
 
The main risks to the long term sustainability of the project are:  (i) a change in KWS’ 
approach to management of the NNP (e.g. fencing), reducing the significance of the 
project area;  (ii) landowners could become more interested in selling their land, either 
because of escalating land values or because of changing social conditions (as a corollary, 
landowners could come to demand much higher lease payments, to the point that the 
WCL approach is no longer financially viable;  and (iii) fund-raising efforts might be 
unsuccessful so that there are not sufficient funds available to maintain the program 
following the close of the MSP.   
 
These positive and risk factors and mitigation are summarized below and discussed in 
greater detail in Annex 3.     
 

Ecosystem approach: as a small, savannah park, the NNP is not a viable 
economic unit.  It represents the northern end of a large ecosystem which historically 
extended southward almost to the Tanzanian border.  Large ungulates and predators in 
particular require the possibility to spread out over large areas and follow seasonal 
migrations in search of water and grazing.  The high concentrations of wildlife that 
concentrate within the park during the dry season (around permanent water) cannot be 
sustained year-round without destroying the vegetation through overgrazing and 
trampling.  The KWS has therefore developed a management plan not for the NNP alone, 
but for the NNP ecosystem, encompassing the Athi-Kapiti plains (including the Kitengela 
area) and the Ngong hills.  The WCL program contributes to maintaining access to these 
areas, and is therefore crucial to the long-term sustainability of the NNP and its 
biodiversity resources. 
 

Social sustainability derives from strong local support.   Landowners in the area  
have proven to be very receptive to the WCL approach:  there is a long waiting list to 
participate, and participants have without exception abided by the terms of the leases.  
This support is due to the fact that the WCL program allows landowners to maintain 
ownership of their traditional land and continue their preferred pastoralist lifestyle and 
livelihood while enjoying a modest but reliable additional income which is not affected 
by the frequent droughts.  The reliability of cash payments is particularly useful for 
payment of school fees, as is seen by the higher than average school enrollment rates in 
the project area.   Most local landowners do not want to sell their land and only sell small 
portions when they urgently need cash and have no other option.  While leaving the land 
open for wildlife involves some cost (livestock predation, grazing competition, increased 
parasite loads and possibly disease transmission), these are familiar hazards which, 
experience indicates, landowners are willing to accept in exchange for the cultural and 
economic benefits (particularly when WCL is combined with measures to reduce and 
compensate for predation).  TWF has gained considerable familiarity with the target 
community and has effectively incorporated local concerns and viewpoints in the design 
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of the program.  For example, in response to community preferences, lease payments are 
made three times per year (at the time school fees are due), and the standard of $4/acre is 
applied to all participants, regardless of the potential commercial value of their land.   It 
is also important that the WCL program is completely voluntary, works directly with the 
landowners, without going through Government or other intermediaries, and is self-
regulating and transparent and does not involve the courts (violations are easily 
recognized and would result in termination of payments but no legal action).    

 
Institutional sustainability is enhanced by the relatively simple and 

straightforward institutional model, with payments being negotiated and made directly to 
landowners based on easily verifiable indicators.    The strong support and involvement 
of the established local landowners association (KILA) has been important and will 
become more so as KILA is expected to take on a larger role as the program is scaled up, 
creating the need for mechanisms to administer the much larger numbers of contracts to 
be negotiated, serviced and monitored.  The risk of administrative and management 
problems arising during the process of scaling up is mitigated both by the phased 
approach and by measures in the project to build the capacity of both TWF and KILA.  
 

KWS’ management strategy for NNP:   The NNP is now fenced on all sides 
except its southern boundary.  As discussed above, keeping this border open and 
maintaining the adjacent dispersal areas and migratory corridors for wildlife use is 
essential for long-term ecological sustainability and is integral to KWS’ management 
strategy for the NNP.  However,  KWS is under pressure from some stakeholders to fence 
the southern boundary as a means of reducing human/wildlife conflict and poaching, 
despite the negative experiences of other fully enclosed small savannah parks.  The 
success of the existing WCL program, together with measures such as a modest 
“consolation program” for livestock losses and ongoing dialogue with the local 
community, is helping KWS to resist this pressure.   For example, while Maasai killing of 
NNP lions was a high-profile problem a few years ago, it did not involve WCL program 
participants and it has virtually ceased since the FONNAP consolation program and 
related measures were introduced.  As a result KWS is very supportive of the WCL 
program and has made a both a policy and long term financial commitment to it.  Support 
for expansion of the WCL program will help to cement the KWS policy of ecosystem 
management and help to make it possible.      
 

Land values and the potential for escalating lease fees:   The WCL program will 
only succeed in the long term if the income from the leases plus compatible land uses is 
seen as competitive with alternatives such as agriculture.   The calculation will not be 
based purely on cash value, as the ACC/ILRI surveys indicated that most of the local 
landowners have a strong desire to keep their land.  This is demonstrated by the large 
unmet demand among landowners to enroll their land in the WCL program for $4/acre, 
despite estimated local land values ranging from about $250/acre to $1500/acre, 
depending on proximity to the NNP, paved roads or Kitengela town (in fact, there have 
been few if any sales at the higher end in recent years).  Nevertheless, urban expansion 
and hunger for even low quality agricultural land could be expected to drive land prices 
up in the project area in the future, possibly tipping the balance in favor of land sales, 
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unless policy measures are taken to restrict or reduce the attractiveness of these land uses.   
GOK land, water and agricultural policies over the next several years will have a major 
impact on local land values and thus for the long-term prospects of the WCL program 
and the NNP ecosystem as a whole.   Within the ongoing GOK land policy process there 
is active support at both national and local levels for establishing “pastoralist/wildlife” 
land use zones in key wildlife areas, including the proposed project area.  Such zoning 
would significantly reduce the risk of rapid escalation in land values.  There is also 
increasing political pressure to introduce substantial charges for water abstraction, which 
would greatly reduce incentives for converting the land to cultivation, which largely 
depends on irrigation.    Under these conditions a mixture of extensive pastoralism and 
wildlife (with income from tourism and modest WCL payments) could continue to be a  
financially attractive land use in the future.  Furthermore, there are initiatives underway 
to protect some of the most critical and vulnerable parts of the dispersal area from future 
conversion, including the pending gazettement of the  2,912 acre “sheep and goat ranch” 
land and purchase of key plots by the Friends of Nairobi National Park, with funding 
from the European Union.   Expansion of the WCL program would provide a favorable 
environment for these land purchases to go forward.     

 
Financial sustainability:   Financial sustainability is always raised as a concern in 

the case of Payment for Environmental Services, on the grounds that the activities and 
positive impacts will only continue so long as there is a source of funding for the 
payments.  In fact, this issue is not unique to the PES approach, as few if any PAs or 
conservation projects ever become fully self-financing.  Most depend on at least some 
continued external funding, which generally depends in part on a combination of the 
international profile and priority placed on the assets in question, evidence that 
conservation efforts are showing success, and the quality and level of fund-raising.  The  
NNP ecosystem is an internationally recognized and widely cherished wildlife area which 
has traditionally and reliably attracted external support and is likely to continue to do so 
in the future, particularly if  donors see that their support is having a positive impact.   
The easily measured and already demonstrated successes of the WCL program are 
therefore important factors for attracting continuing support.  The proposed project will 
also make a valuable contribution by securing the most critical  wildlife areas for the 
short term (4-5 years), buying time for longer term solutions (such as land use zoning 
described above) to be developed.    In addition, the project provides benefits both for 
wildlife conservation and for the indigenous Maasai community, and enjoys a high 
degree of local support, thus broadening the range of likely donors.   The project will 
support the development and implementation of a fund-raising strategy, and a substantial 
part of the GEF funds will only be released if the TWF succeeds in raising other funds on 
a 1:1 matching basis.  The project will also assist TWF to explore the possibility of 
establishing a Trust Fund, which is the most reliable mechanism for providing the kind of 
modest, reliable, long-term funding which is required to maintain the WCL program.    

 
Finally, it is important to note that a large part of the justification for the project is as a 
demonstration and learning experience.  Therefore, even in the event that the WCL 
program in the Kitengela should be discontinued for whatever reason, there will be a long 
term impact in the form of lessons learned and replication of the approach at other sites.   
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Alternatives considered 
 

The main alternatives to the direct payment/WCL program in the Kitengela are:  (i) 
continuing the situation as it is (no intervention);  (ii) using indirect measures, such as 
support for income-earning opportunities to motivate local people to maintain their land 
open (unfenced, uncultivated) and tolerate wildlife on it;  and (iii) fencing the southern 
boundary of NNP, thereby enclosing it completely. 

 
The current situation is that the Kitengela dispersal area and migration corridor is 

rapidly becoming fragmented and closed off through fencing, often associated with the 
original landowners selling off portions of their land (the first act of the purchaser is often 
to put up a fence).   Wildlife numbers have declined as a result and in some recent years 
the annual seasonal southward migration was not observed at all.   The rate of 
fragmentation is accelerating:  when land adjudication (issuing of individual titles) took 
place in 1988, the area was entirely open.  By 1998 only about one percent of the area 
was blocked by fencing,  while about 10 percent is blocked today.  In some cases the new 
owners (or the Maasai themselves) have also begun crop cultivation, despite the fact that 
the returns are low and unreliable, given the low and irregular rainfall.  Agriculture is less 
compatible with wildlife than is the traditional extensive pastoralism, so human/wildlife 
conflict is increasing.   Among other problems, with fewer wild ungulates using the 
dispersal area, predation on livestock has increased.  Some livestock owners are 
becoming less tolerant to grazing competition and wildlife predation on their herds, 
resulting in increased harassment and even killing of wildife (e.g. in 2003, Maasai killed 
10 of the 19 lions in the park and threatened to kill the remainder unless they received 
compensation for livestock killed).   At the same time, Maasai landowners who sell off 
parts of their land to meet short-term cash needs typically become impoverished as the 
basis of their livelihood is undermined1. It is clear that the non-intervention scenario 
results in a very negative picture from both biodiversity and socio-economic perspective.     

 
The conventional approach to generating local support for wildlife conservation is to help  
local communities obtain economic benefits that balance the costs they experience, either 
through revenue sharing or by developing compatible economic activities.   The Maasai 
are culturally and traditionally open to sharing their land with wildlife as long as the costs 
are not excessive.  This is demonstrated, for example, by the fact that there has been no 
further Maasai killing of NNP lions in recent years, mainly as a result of intensified KWS 
community outreach, a modest “consolation” program funded by FONNAP (providing a 
token payment for predated livestock, substantially below the level of full compensation), 
and the presence of the small scale WCL program.   KWS initiated a revenue-sharing 
policy in the early 1990’s, but found it too costly and difficult to implement and has since 
changed to a “benefit sharing” approach in which various efforts are made to help local 
communities gain economically from wildlife and from their proximity to the park.  As in 
many similar situations around the world, the main focus has been on developing 
tourism-related enterprises.  Unfortunately, this has not been very successful, and most 
local residents surveyed indicated that they receive little or no income from tourism.  

1 Data from ILRAD 
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Because of its location, the NNP mainly attracts “drive-through, day-trip” visitors, most 
of whom come on their own or with a Nairobi-based tour operator and return to Nairobi 
for meals and overnight accommodation.  Handicraft sales in the Nairobi area is a highly 
competitive, probably over-saturated market offering very limited prospects for 
newcomers.  Aside from these factors, there is growing experience and recognition within 
the conservation community that obtaining some income from tourism or similar 
wildlife-related activities has little influence on how rural landowners use their land.  If 
anything, they are likely to invest this income in expanding their cultivated areas or 
livestock herds, thus exacerbating the problem.   
 
As discussed elsewhere in the proposal, there is a small segment of the local stakeholder 
community which favors fencing the southern boundary of the NNP, cutting the park off 
from the Kitengela dispersal and migration areas.  Proponents believe that the larger 
ecosystem is either already degraded beyond saving, or will inevitably become so in the 
near future due to urbanization pressures.   However, extensive consultations during 
project preparation indicated that the majority of stakeholders -- including KWS, the 
local landowners association and most of the major conservation organizations 
represented in Kenya—believe that the larger ecosystem is still functional and that it is 
worth trying to save it.   Negative experiences from other fully-fenced savannah parks 
(e.g. Lake Nakuru NP) show indicate how difficult it is to maintain a relatively small, 
isolated piece of a savannah ecosystem (even as a tourist attraction, setting aside any 
objective of maintaining the natural ecological conditions and functions).  Furthermore,  
building and maintaining a fence would be extremely expensive and no funding for it has 
yet been identified.  For the present, the KWS Board has suspended consideration of 
constructing the fence.       

 
4. REPLICABILITY 

Biodiversity conservation especially within the east African pastoral rangelands is 
continuously facing formidable challenges and threats related to competing land uses 
and increasing human population. These challenges threaten the pastoral lifestyles 
that have co-evolved within the rangeland and that has seen the survival of wildlife as 
and associated biodiversity that has in turn enabled sustained productivity in this 
fragile ecosystem and people’s livelihood survival. Also, such threats do not only 
threaten the pastoral lifestyles and biodiversity in these rangelands, they also threaten 
protected areas by making them ‘islands’ in the ‘sea’ of human modern development.  
 
The leasing approach is a new and an innovative way of how to garner support from 
private households and individual land owners through incentives to engage in 
conservation and sustainable development. This approach has a number of potential 
areas where it can be replicated within the east African rangelands. For example, a 
similar concept (leasing land for wildlife use) is being tried in Kwacuchinja 
rangelands in northern Tanzania to ensure maintenance of functional migratory 
corridors between the Tarangire and Manyara National Parks. Lessons learnt from 
this project will go a long to contribute to the refinement of this approach in different 
parts of Africa. 
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The replication strategy for the project involves actively disseminating the lessons 
and experience and on this basis working with the East African conservation 
community to identify appropriate sites for setting up other  WCL initiatives.   The 
African Wildlife Foundation (AWF), a well-established and respected conservation 
organization and a partner in the proposed project,  is providing strong leadership in 
introducing the PES approach in East Africa.  For example, the Tarangire and 
Manyara NP initiatives mentioned above are AWF projects.  The Nature Conservancy 
(TNC), the largest conservation organization in the world and another project partner, 
is also a recognized leader in securing land for biodiversity conservation through 
leasing and other direct payment approaches.  The TNC Board has recently decided to 
expand activities into Africa, with participation in the NNP WCL program being one 
of its first initiatives.  The results and experience of this project will therefore be 
integrated into the AWF’s and TNC’s substantial, ongoing program of workshops, 
publications, policy dialogue and on-the-ground projects.  Much of the dissemination 
activity within East Africa will be done by AWF through its own regular program, 
but some incremental costs (e.g. for carrying out specific assessments or preparing 
publicity materials on the Kitengela area and WCL project) will be met under 
Component B of the project.  At the end of the project, it is expected that at least two 
suitable sites for new WCL initiatives will have been identified (including discussions 
with local stakeholders) and incorporated into AWF’s  and/or TNC’s  program 
pipeline.   
 
5. STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 

The primary stakeholders include the Maasai families who own and occupy the land 
comprising the project area, national and local government (including the Kenya 
Wildlife Service) local and international conservation organizations and the tourism 
industry.  As indicated in the introduction the landowners have participated 
extensively in developing the WCL program.   Several detailed social, economic and 
cultural assessments have been undertaken prior to and since the beginning of the 
program, as well as a continuing process of discussion and negotiation, have 
substantially influenced the design of this project.  For example, based on community 
preferences, lease rates per acre are a constant, rather than being differentiated based 
on an assessment of the relative ecological significance or potential sale value of the 
land (differentiated rates were regarded as unfair and socially divisive).  Similarly, 
TWF makes payments three times a year, just before school fees are due, as the 
families regard having cash available at that time as a high priority. Furthermore, the 
Masaai families have organized themselves under the umbrella – Kitengela Land 
Owners’ Association (KILA), which was fully involved in the project design and also 
actively participating in the implementation. The Kajiado County Council and the 
Ministry of Lands and Physical Planning are actively involved in the policy 
formulation to ensure appropriate land-use practices that will ensure sustainable 
development. 
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During the implementation phase stakeholder involvement phase will continue in the 
same manner, but with a larger role for the KILA as there will be the need for an 
organized mechanism to enable TWF and other project partners to interact with the 
much larger number of individual landowner participants.   If necessary, KILA could 
also play a role in working with participating landowners to ensure that they 
understand and abide by the terms of the lease.  Landowners remain the key 
stakeholders, as they choose to enroll some or all of their land in the program and 
then carry on with the permitted land uses.   TWF will continue to be responsible for 
negotiating and signing lease contracts, making payments and monitoring adherence 
to the terms of the leases.  The TWF capacity will be strengthened with additional 
administration staff to handle the large increase in leases as well as reporting 
responsibilities.  FONNAP and KWS will be primarily responsible for assisting 
communities with measures to reduce human/wildlife conflict, prioritizing areas for 
leasing and for monitoring of the biodiversity/ecological and social impacts, with 
ILRAD expected to contribute to the latter in the context of their ongoing socio-
economic studies on pastoralists in Kitengela and elsewhere.  To date there has been 
no issue of marginalized groups to be addressed, given the relative homogeneity of 
the community and the voluntary nature of the program.   
 

6. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) will address three elements:  (i) ecological impact; (ii) 
community level socio-economic and institutional impact; (iii) project implementation, 
including aspects such as compliance with lease terms (by both lessors and lessees) and 
financial accounting.    
 
Monitoring of implementation and impacts of the existing WCL program is currently 
being conducted by field representatives of The Wildlife Foundation and Friends of 
Nairobi National Park.  They will continue to maintain a full time presence in the Project 
area to verify conformity with the Wildlife Conservation Lease program as they also 
assist leaseholders in managing their land in an environmentally sensitive manner.  In 
addition, independent ecological impact and socio-economic impact monitoring will be 
carried out on a yearly basis by the Center for Wildlife Management Studies (Kenya-
based branch of US NGO).     Good baseline data have been established by KWS in 
cooperation with TWF, FONNAP and other NGOs, against which changes in wildlife 
populations, wildlife movements, along with preliminary social and economic data and 
information on land use and trends can be evaluated.   
 
The Center for Wildlife Management Studies will also monitor project implementation 
performance, producing regular reports for TWF Board and other partners.  These reports 
will also be made available to the World Bank for review.  The financial accounting and 
performance of the program will be audited by an independent accounting firm (e.g. 
PricewaterhouseCoopers). 
 
The budget for developing and implementing the M&E plan will be approximately 
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$50,000 (under Component B iii). A relatively modest allocation is sufficient because the 
status of the important indicators is easily detected and evaluated – i.e., number of 
participants and area of land enrolled in the program,  rate of erection of fences, numbers 
of land sales registered, adoption of anti-predator measures (usually involving physical 
structures), girls’ school enrollment, amount of additional funding raised for WCL, etc.   
Monitoring of wildlife populations in the NNP ecosystem will be done by KWS and 
FONNAP as part of their regular operations, while ILRAD is expected to contribute 
information regarding socio-economic impacts.   
 

D – FINANCING 

1) FINANCING PLAN 
Component/ 

Activity 
GEF 
(US$) 

KWS/ 
GOK 
(US$) 

TWF 
(US$) 

TNC 
(US$) 

AWF 
(US$) 

Other 
donors 

Total 
(US$) 

Increasing 
conservation 
land   

610,000 49,600* 150,000 50,000 210,000 1,069,600

Institutional 
strengthening 
and 
disseminatio
n
replication 

150,000 38,000** 68,000 256,000

Enhancing  
long term 
sustainability 

240,000 130,000** 4,000 374,000

TOTAL  1,000,000 217,600 72,000 150,000 50,000 210,000 1,699,600 
* Kshs 900,000/year, for 5 years, but only the 4 project years reflected in table 
** In kind contribution (staff time and operational costs) 

Represents co-financing  required to trigger the release of an equivalent amount of the GEF contribution 
for leases, on a 1:1 matching basis 

 

2.  Incremental Cost Analysis 

 

Under the baseline scenario (without project) KWS will continue to focus its limited 
resources on management of the Nairobi National Park itself,  carrying out only a limited 
amount of anti-poaching, problem animal control and some wildlife extension activities 
in the surrounding areas.  KWS currently spends about $42,000/year on management of 
the Nairobi National Park (personnel salaries;  operational costs for patrolling, problem 
animal control, etc.), totaling $168,000 over the four year project period.  This includes 
some activities in the Kitengela area including in-kind support for the existing WCL 
program.  While the KWS budget does not separate this out (the same personnel, 
vehicles, etc. are used both inside and outside the park), a reasonable estimate is that 
about 20% of the annual management expenditure goes to activities in areas surrounding 
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the park, mainly in the Kitengela as this is the only open boundary.   On this basis, 
$8400/year ($ 33,600 over the 4 year project period) is included in the baseline 
calculation (under Component 3) as KWS expenditure in the project area.   
 
The baseline calculation also assumes that in the absence of the project, the WCL 
program will continue at approximately its existing scale, both in terms of financing of 
leases and investment in administration. This is based on KWS’ written commitment to 
the WCL program (Kshs 900,000, equiv. USD 12,400  per year) and the assumption that 
TWF would be able to continue raising funds from other sources at approximately current 
levels (approx. USD 20,000 per year for leases, $ 3,000 per year for administration costs) 
for at least the next 4-5 years even in the absence of the GEF project.   However, it must 
be noted that this assumption may not be valid, as the current donors could become 
disheartened should the GEF funded expansion that they have been anticipating not take 
place.  Furthermore, up to now many landowners who are not yet enrolled in the WCL 
program have been relatively willing to cooperate with KWS and allow wildlife to use 
their land without negative measures other than chasing and occasionally killing problem 
predators, based in part on the expectation that they will be able to participate in an 
expanded leasing program in the near future. If the GEF project is not approved these 
landowners are likely to increase efforts to remove wildlife from their land.  
Contributions from AWF, TNC and other (matching) donors are dependent on the GEF 
financing, and are therefore not included in the baseline scenario.    
 
Also in the baseline scenario, some local NGOs such as FONNAP will continue to 
provide a modest amount of in-kind assistance in the Kitengela area for wildlife 
monitoring, community extension, etc.   As this assistance is unpredictable and mainly 
involves volunteers, it is difficult to quantify and is therefore not included in the baseline 
calculation.   Finally, in the absence of the project there is a possibility that KWS will 
proceed with fencing fence the southern boundary of the park within the next few years.  
The costs would be quite high, both in terms of capital investment and maintenance.  
However, this is speculative and is not included in the baseline calculation.   
 
The with-project scenario involves a substantial increase in the number of wildlife leases 
negotiated and disbursed, measures to strengthen stakeholder capacity to administer and 
participate in the expanded program, heightened activities to reduce human/wildlife 
conflict,  policy studies and dialogue to improve the environment for WCL, and increased 
fund-raising and  dissemination activities.    The incremental costs associated with these 
measures would be met by a combination of the GEF grant, partner NGO contributions, 
other financial contributions required to release the GEF matching funds, and cash and 
in-kind contributions by KWS.   The possibility of EU or other organizations purchasing 
some key land parcels in the Kitengela to be added to the NNP is likely to be 
significantly enhanced by approval of the GEF project, but is not yet sufficiently certain 
to justify being included in the with-project scenario. The GEF Alternative cost is 
estimated at US$ 2,120,000, and the total increment is US$ 1,700,000. Of this GEF will 
support US$ 1,000,000 while the remaining will be covered by the leveraged 
cofinancing.   
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Summary of Incremental Cost Analysis 
 
Component Category US$ 

million
Domestic 
Benefits 

Global Benefits 

Baseline 0.13 Approximately 100 
households receive 
supplementary 
income from WCL, 
improving their 
quality of life and 
enhancing their 
tolerance for wildlife 
on their land.   NNP 
management must 
deal with impacts of 
continuing loss of key 
dispersal area 

About 8400 acres of the 
wildlife dispersal area 
/migration corridor may be 
maintained open in the 
short term, but long term 
prospects are poor.   

With GEF 
Alternative 

1..30  Over 700 households 
participate/receive 
income.  Costs of 
managing NNP 
decreased as no 
longer need to 
compensate for lack 
of dispersal area 

60,000 priority acres 
maintained open for 
wildlife, enabling one of last 
remaining large mammal 
migrations to continue and 
greatly enhancing likelihood 
of maintaining viable 
populations.  
Implementation of 
dissemination/replication 
strategy leads to increased 
knowledge and use of WCL 
approach for conservation 
in East Africa 

A.  Increasing land secured 
for conservation 

Incremental 
cost 

1.07  

Baseline 0.06 TWF continues to 
operate WCL 
program as presently, 
without additional 
capacity building for 
stakeholders 

Modest level of recognition 
of the existing WCL 
program as an interesting 
pilot continues, but with 
questions regarding 
sustainability and potential 
for scaling up 

With GEF 
Alternative 

0.32 Strengthening of 
capacity of land 
owners’ association, 
transparent and 
efficient operation of 
leasing program 

Demonstration of 
substantially scaled up WCL 
program and likelihood of 
replication in sites identified 
as suitable  

B.  Inst. Strengthening and 
Dissemination/Replication

Incremental 
cost 

0.26   
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Baseline 0.13 Relatively low level of 
activity on 
human/wildlife 
conflict and local 
tourism/enterprise 
development.  Fund-
raising knowledge and 
investment remains as 
is, yielding modest 
annual funding for 
WCL with limited 
long-term prospects. 

 

With GEF 
Alternative 

0.50 Significantly increased 
efforts to reduce 
human/wildlife 
conflict and technical 
assistance on 
enterprise 
development 
provides additional 
economic security in 
project area.  Policy 
studies/dialogue lead 
to improved 
environment for 
WCL/PES approach 
and wildlife 
conservation in 
general.  Enhanced 
fund-raising and 
establishment of 
Trust Fund enhances 
scale and 
sustainability of WCL 
and therefore of 
prospects for NNP 
ecosystem  

Reduction in 
human/wildlife conflict 
improves prospects of 
survival for large ungulates 
and predators,  Lessons 
from WCL, fund-raising 
and establishment of Trust 
Fund provides useful 
experience and guidance for 
others 

C.  Enhancing long term 
sustainability of WCL and 
NNP ecosystem 

Incremental 
Cost 

0.37   

2) Co-financing 
 
Under the proposed project, an initial $200,000 of GEF funds would be provided 
directly to TWF as seed money to be used to finance additional wildlife leases for 
landowners who have long been on a waiting list.   An additional  $410,000  could be 
provided over the four year project, on a one-to-one matching basis.   TNC and AWF 
have already committed to providing $150,000 and $50,000 respectively, in the first 
year.   These contributions will be matched by an additional $200,000 from GEF as 
soon as they have been received.   This leaves up to $210,000 of GEF funds allocated 
in the project budget for funding leases, to match additional external funds that TWF 
is able to raise from as yet unidentified sources.   
 
Other cofinancing includes in-kind contributions of personnel time and operating 
costs from TWF ($ 72,000) and KWS/GOK ($217,600).   The Government of Kenya 
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is also in the process of  transferring 2000 acres of land within the project area 
(currently a government-owned sheep and goat ranch) to KWS as a contribution to 
the Kitengela migration corridor.    The estimated value of this land is $200,000.   
 

CO-FINANCING SOURCES 
Name of Co-

financier 
(source) 

Classification Type Amount (US$) 
Status* 

AWF NGO Cash 50,000 Committed 
KWS Government Cash 

 
217,600 Committed 

 

TWF NGO Cash 72,000 Committed 
TNC NGO Cash 150,000 Committed 
Others              210,000 to be 

secured 
Sub-Total Co-financing 699,600

E - INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT 

1) CORE COMMITMENTS AND LINKAGES 

The World Bank has long been and continues to be a major supporter of wildlife 
conservation, environmental protection and sustainable natural resource management in 
Kenya.   This has always involved a combination of local/national and 
international/global objectives, as is reflected by the blending of IDA and GEF financing, 
and a blend of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use of natural resources for 
economic development.   Examples include:    the  Wildlife and Tourism project (IDA, 
1976);  Forestry Development Project (IDA, 1990);  Protected Areas and Wildlife 
Services project (IDA, 1992);  Tana River Primate National Reserve Conservation project 
(GEF, 1996);   transboundary Lake Victoria  Environment project (Phase 1 IDA/GEF 
1996;  Phase 2 in IDA  pipeline for FY 2007), Arid Lands Resource Management Project 
(Phase 1, IDA  1995;  Phase 2, IDA 2003),  Lewa Wildlife Conservation Project (GEF, 
2000);  Western Kenya Integrated Ecosystem Management Project (GEF, 2005);   
Natural Resource Management Project (IBRD/IDA pipeline for FY 2007);  and Coastal 
Development Project (IBRD/IDA pipeline, FY 2009), as well as a   BioCarbon Fund 
project to be implemented by the Greenbelt Movement (pipeline for FY 2007).    The 
Bank also supported the preparation of the Kenya National Environmental Action Plan, 
in which wildlife conservation and sustainable management and use of wildlife areas was 
a key topic area.  .     

 
Some projects within this diverse portfolio were implemented by Government and some 
by NGOs, and some emphasized biodiversity conservation and tourism while others have 
focused on sustainable use of land and natural resources.  This history provides a rich 
background of experience on which to draw.   For example, the very successful Arid 
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Land Resource Management projects have clearly highlighted the importance of 
supporting ecologically appropriate land uses, such as pastoralism in arid/semi-arid lands, 
rather than shifting them towards unsustainable activities such as settled cultivation.  This 
is one of the major objectives of the WCL project.  Similarly, the proposed WCL project 
is in some ways a  follow-up to the large Protected Areas and Wildlife Services (PAWS) 
project, which helped to establish the KWS and build its capacity both for ecosystem 
scale park management planning and community outreach and partnership.  The 
experiences of projects such as the Lewa Wildlife Conservation project and the Tana 
River Primate National Reserve project highlighted the importance of supporting NGOs 
and involving local communities in a positive partnership for wildlife conservation, 
particularly where land use issues are involved.    
 
A long history of efforts to mobilize local community support for protected areas and 
biodiversity conservation in Kenya, both within the World Bank portfolio and others, has 
demonstrated the importance of working with and supporting local cultures and also the 
need to deliver direct, concrete economic benefits to counter-act pressures that force 
people into unsustainable practices such as crop cultivation in arid regions.  It has also 
demonstrated the vital importance of land tenure and resource ownership and use rights 
of the target communities.  The Kitengela region is one of the few areas in Kenya where 
local pastoralists have been given individual legal title to their land.   This contributes 
greatly to the prospects for the WCL approach to yield both wildlife conservation and 
local economic benefits.            
 
In addition to continuing this support, the proposed project incorporates important 
elements of the Africa Region’s Environment Strategy, and Biodiversity Conservation 
strategy (e.g. ecosystem management; establishing positive incentive framework for 
biodiversity conservation; ensuring that local communities share in the benefits of 
biodiversity conservation).   Beyond the Kenya portfolio, the World Bank has a wide 
array of experience to draw upon from wildlife conservation projects elsewhere in Africa, 
many of which are based on the objective of supplementing the limited Protected Areas 
systems by encouraging and assisting private and communal landowners to maintain and 
benefit from wildlife on their land. 
 

2) CONSULTATION, COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION BETWEEN IAS, 
AND IAS AND EXAS. 

 
The project will be executed by World Bank and implemented by TWF supported by its 
partners (KILA, FONNAP, AWF, etc.).  There is at present no context for direct 
collaboration or coordination with other IAs/ExAs,  except for coordinating with the 
UNDP/UNEP project on “Conservation of Dryland Biodiversity in the Amboseli - 
Monduli Cross-Border Site in Kenya and Tanzania”  which is currently under 
preparation.  

 

3) IMPLEMENTATION/EXECUTION ARRANGEMENTS 
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The project will be implemented by TWF, in collaboration with KWS, and with 
FONNAP and AWF.   TWF will be responsible for all aspects relating to negotiating and 
administering the WCLs, including maintaining the necessary accounts and records, 
arranging for audits and annual reports, and fulfilling all legitimate and reasonable 
requests for information (full transparency).   TWF will work directly with participating 
households, and will also work with KILA to ensure that the landowners’ interests are 
well represented and any grievances are dealt with appropriately.  TWF will work 
primarily with KWS, FONNAP and AWF on technical aspects such as prioritizing areas 
for their biodiversity importance, developing a phasing strategy for the program, and 
monitoring of impacts.  TWF will coordinate with AWF on dissemination of information 
on WCL and facilitating the identification of other opportunities for this approach in East 
Africa.  TWF will coordinate with KWS in relation to completion and implementation of 
the NNP ecosystem management plan (ensuring that the WCL program supports it as 
effectively as possible), and particularly on measures to improve the relationship between 
the park administration and the local communities (consultation on management 
decisions, reduction of human-wildlife conflict, etc.).   
 
On its part KILA will engage the Kajiado County Council and together with KWS, the 
Ministry of Lands and Housing, to ensure that the national land use plan and the physical 
development plan for the County Council are finalized and implemented as a matter of 
priority and urgency. KILA will also work closely with the KWS to ensure effective 
monitoring of the project in terms of the administration of the conservation lease program 
to ensure transparency and timely responses to any complaints that may arise. In addition 
to the monitoring based on identified indicators, there will be a need to monitor actual 
wildlife movement patterns and population trends within the Kitengela area over the 
time. The KILA will be an important link with local communities as far as mobilization 
and championing their interests are concerned.      
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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 

AWF African Wildlife Foundation 
CBD Convention on Biological Diversity  
EU European Union 
FoNNAP Friends of Nairobi National Paper 
GEF Global Environmental Fund 
GOK Government of Kenya 
ICDP Integrated Conservation and Development Project 
ILRAD International Laboratory for Research on Animal Diseases  
KILA Kitengela Land Owners Association 
KWS Kenya Wildlife Services 
M & E Monitoring and Evaluation  
MSP Medium-sized Project 
NGO Non-Governmental Organization 
NNP Nairobi National Park 
PA Protected Area 
PES Payment for Environmental Services 
TNC The Nature Conservancy 
TWF The Wildlife Foundation  
UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization  
WCL Wildlife Conservation Lease 
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PART III – RESPONSE TO REVIEWS 

A – RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM UNDP

Comment 1: Global significance: The global value of Nairobi National Park needs careful 
reflection.  

a. It is not clear whether there are any elements of biodiversity of global 
significance left in the Park; a careful assessment needs to be made before funds 
are expended in an area that might not be globally significant (but would remain 
to be national significant).  We recommend that a detailed aerial survey mapping 
exercise of the whole Kitengala Corridor be conducted prior to approval of the 
MSP (perhaps by using a PDF A), so that it can provide necessary information 
and assessment of the global values, in particular : Wildlife density/distribution ; 
 Livestock density/distribution ; Map of settlement and crops ;  Map of 
open rangeland ; Map of fencing and development ; Map of existing land rent 
families ; Map of proposed project area. 

 
Response:   The biodiversity significance of the NNP ecosystem is widely recognized, and 
organizations such as KWS, FONNAP and AWF have data relating to wildlife populations, 
which is reflected in the proposal (Section C2).  Detailed aerial survey and mapping of land use 
and wildlife populations in the whole corridor prior to approval of the MSP is not realistic, as it 
would require both a considerable amount of time and more money than would be available 
through a PDF A.  Furthermore, a large part of the justification of the project is that it serves as a 
demonstration of the WCL as an instrument to maintain wildlife habitat on a significant scale.  
The Kitengela area was selected for this demonstration both because of the existing small pilot 
project which is very successful and supported by both KWS and local communities, because the 
local Maasai landowners hold individual land title, and because maintaining the dispersal 
area/migration corridor is important both for biodiversity and local economic and educational 
benefits (in view of the fact that NNP is the park most visited by Kenyans). In earlier discussions, 
the GEF Secretariat has accepted the eligibility of the project concept based on these 
considerations.    
 

b. This is notthe second largest seasonal dispersal process, as maintained in the 
proposal. Both the Amboseli – Monduli – Tsavo West dispersal; and the 
Tarangire – Lolkisale – Simanjiro dispersal in Tanzania, are bigger by a factor 
of 10 in area and numbers. Therefore the global value of this site is not 
adequately explained. 

 
Response: In the absence of specific data to confirm or contradict this point, the reference to 
“second largest” has been deleted (Section C2)   Nevertheless, the area represents one of the few 
places where large scale seasonal migration of large ungulates continues in East Africa.  
 

c. The NNP is given as 112sq km, and this is one fourth of the dispersal area of 
450sq km. This is a tiny area in savanna terms. The NNP does not have 
significant populations of cheetah, and the rhinos are all re-introduced. It would 
be useful to have a table of wildlife population numbers and a note on change 
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over time. There are many people who feel that the rates of decline are so 
serious, and with the loss of dispersal habitat, so difficult to rebuild; that NNP 
will cease to be a ‘’natural ecosystem’’.  

 
Response:   Based on consultations held during project preparation, it is clear that most members 
of the conservation community in Kenya believe that the NNP ecosystem remains an important 
representative of the savannah ecosystem and wildlife community, and remains viable as long as 
the southern boundary remains open.  If the park were to be completely fenced, there is no 
question that it will cease to be a natural ecosystem and become, in effect, a large zoo.  While it is 
a small area in savannah terms, it is relatively intact and contains a high diversity of species.  As 
noted above, the NNP also has a high educational importance.   It is by far the most visited park 
in the country by Kenyan citizens, both children and adults, most of whom never have the 
opportunity to visit one of the larger parks. 

d. The MSP talks of the dispersal crossing the Namanga road. That has stopped in 
the past four years. The proposal would be strengthened with updated 
information. 

 
Response: Our information from TWF and FONNAP, confirmed by KWS is that the migration 
did take place this year. 
 

e. Annex 3 ‘’Map’’ seems to be drawn for another purpose – it would be good to 
have an up to date detailed map of potential habitat and of existing settlements. 

 
Comment 2: Threats and baseline: Nairobi National Park is prime real estate. The MSP should 
consider how to address the forces of development, coming from such threats as:  

f. A Nairobi Ring Road for trucks etc, through the north of the Park and on to 
Karen and Dagorethi and Kikuyu. 

g. An extension of Nairobi’s industrial area into the Park  
h. More housing estates into the Park 

 
Response:   There are many possibilities for future development in the area, some of them more 
likely or realistic than others.  It is not possible to address each possibility individually.  The 
proposal recognizes the risk of development pressure increasing local land values to the point 
where it is no longer possible or economically justifiable to pursue the WCL approach or to 
maintain the area for wildlife.  It also discusses the mitigation of this risk including the existing 
interest and political support at both local and national government levels to zone the land for 
wildlife and pastoralist use.  Approval of the GEF project could significantly add to this political 
support, while failure to approve it (indicating lack of international interest in the area) could lend 
support to the development interests.   Finally, as discussed previously with GEF Secretariat, it is 
because of this uncertainty regarding future prospects that the project is proposed as an MSP with 
short term objectives emphasizing demonstration and gaining experience with applying the WCL 
approach on a larger scale and seeking other sites where it can be used.   Ultimately, it is possible 
that WCL cannot save the NNP ecosystem but will save other important areas, partly based on the 
experience gained here.   

Comment 3: GEF niche and cost effectiveness: The MSP should show evidence that it has 
considered other options and rejected them. One extreme option could indeed be that NPP would 
be considered as a “ranch” and restocked for specific touristic purposes, rather than for global 
significance (in which case, the justification for GEF involvement would have to be rethought). 
Furthermore, the opening paragraphs, page 6, say that Nairobi National Park is one of the most 
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popular parks, receiving by far the largest number of nationalvisitors. It is an important 
financial resource, when park revenues are subsiding elsewhere. Clarification therefore should 
be provided on why NNP needs a GEF grant (and such a large grant of $1 million) for its 
remaining few hundreds of savanna wildlife. Greater justification of GEF incrementality would 
be helpful. 
 

Response: (i) As indicated, the main alternatives considered and rejected are fencing the NNP 
completely, and using indirect incentives (i.e., conventional “Integrated Conservation and 
Development” approach) to motivate landowners to maintain their land for wildlife use.  In 
response to the comment, a section discussing these alternatives has been added to the proposal 
(see highlighted text in Section C3).    (ii) While NNP does receive by far the largest number of 
national visitors, nationals pay far lower entry fees than do international visitors.  NNP is one of 
about ten revenue-earning parks in the Kenya PA system, but many others operate at a loss.  
Because KWS cross-subsidizes these low-earning but biologically important PAs, the revenue-
earning potential of any one park is less relevant than the financial balance of the PA system as a 
whole.  KWS invests proportionately in the protection and management of the NNP.  This 
includes some activities (problem animal control, anti-poaching, community extension) in the 
surrounding areas, but it does not have the resources to allocate large amounts for community 
programs around NNP and all the other PAs in the system.     KWS has however demonstrated its 
commitment to supporting the WCL program not only in-kind but also with cash contributions 
ofKshs 900,000 per year (see section on co-financing).  (iii)  It is clear that without the GEF 
funding, and the matching funds it would generate, the WCL program will either remain at a very 
small and ultimately irrelevant scale, or come to an end entirely.  In the absence of other realistic 
alternatives, the wildlife of the NNP will soon be closed off from its dispersal and migratory areas 
either by a Government decision to fence the southern boundary or by the further expansion of 
private fencing.   
 
Comment 4: Justification of sustainability: The MSP’s justification for sustainability could be 
strengthened by addressing the following issues :  
 

i. Tourism revenue should be factored in for sustainability  
j. The project proposes a payment of 4$ an acre (10$ per hectare) for thousands of 

hectares. It is not clear where this money will come from after project 
completion, lets say in ten years time? 

k. It is not clear whether there will be adequate benefits to local communities from 
the tourism activities. Most of these benefits are expected to accrue to tourism 
operations to the north and west of the park around Nairobi. There appears to be 
almost no benefit to the Kitengala side. Without such benefits to local 
communities, it will be difficult to expect sustainability after project completion. 

l. “Friends of Nairobi Park” are currently paying compensation to local 
communities for crop damage, livestock losses, etc.  This is not mentioned or 
factored into the GEF Alternative.  

 
Response:   (i) It is not clear whose tourism revenue should be factored in or how or for what 
purpose.  There are many people who make a considerable amount of money from tourism in the 
NNP area, but for the most part this does not include local landowners and is not expected to in 
the future (see discussion on alternative approaches in Section C3).  It is possible that in the 
future some of these tourism revenues could be captured for the WCL program (through 
voluntary contributions, or a fee or tax), but this is not realistic in the short term in view of 
economic and industry conditions in Kenya at present.  The expected global benefits of the 
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project and its sustainability are not related to tourism.  (ii)  As discussed in the section on 
Sustainability, the project will support improved fund-raising and technical assistance to establish 
a Trust Fund.  It is hoped that this will result in sufficient long term funding to maintain the WCL 
program, but the justification for the project does not require a guarantee of this.  (iii) It is 
precisely because Kitengela communities are unlikely to be able to benefit greatly from tourism 
that an alternative economic benefit such as the WCL is required (see discussion on alternatives, 
Section C3).  (iv)  Reference to the FONNAP “consolation” (not “compensation”) program for 
livestock losses has been added (see highlighted text in Section C3).  To our knowledge, there is 
no compensation for crop damage (according to the law, GOK is supposed to provide but they do 
not do so).   The  FONNAP program is very small scale and irregular (funding not always 
available), and amounts to only a token payment.  It can contribute to a more positive attitude 
among local landowners, but only as part of a larger package of benefits in which the WCL 
program is a major factor.       

Comment 5: Synergies with other UNDP/GEF projects : There are interesting similarities and 
potential gain by explicitly designing synergies with the pipelined Amboseli-Monduli project. 
Specifically, 

m. NNP is the northern tip of a once huge ‘’savanna’’ ecosystem stretching from 
northern Tanzania through Amboseli and Kajiado onto the Athi-Kapiti Plains. 
Hillman’s PhD thesis shows the extent of this system, based on eland, 
movements, and see earlier FAO stuff on Wildebeest (Robinette, Teer, Casebeer 
etc). In an ideal world we would have combined the Amboseli – Monduli 
proposal so that it included the Nairobi – Athi Plains subset. What mechanisms 
can this MSP propose to ensure that even though there might be two different 
projects, they will indeed work as one? 

The Amboseli – Monduli project also proposes to promote land rentals/ easements’’ ; 
lessons should be learnt from cross-sharing on this innovative issue 

Response: N/A. This project appears to have been cancelled and was never implemented. 
 

B. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM GEFSEC ( REVIEW SHEET OF MAY 07,2003)

1. Program Designation 
Comment(a): The global significance of the project area is not clear and needs to be 
further elaborated. The overview of the current status of the nation’s PA system is not 
provided or the justification of demonstrative value of the project approach is not 
convincing. How will this project support a long-term strategy to strengthen Kenya’s 
protected area system? 

Response: The comment on global significance is addressed above in response to a 
similar comment from UNDP.  An overview of the current status of the nation’s PA 
system does not seem to be relevant to the objectives and nature of this proposal.  The 
discussion of justification for demonstration value of the project has been expanded (see 
highlighted text in Sections C1 and C2).  
 

Comment (b): Fit with the emerging strategic priorities is very weak, 
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Response: The project activities have been readjusted to better fit with the strategic 
priorities 

2. Project Design 
 
Comment (a): The current situation of Nairobi National Park (NNP) is not clear in terms 
of biodiversity, capacity and management effectiveness. Given that the NNP is earning 
large tourist revenues for the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) as to support other PAs, why 
the revenue will not be diverted to the WCL or other means to maintain the integrity of 
this ecosystem? 

Response:  See above response to UNDP comments. 
 

Comment (b): The project activities include assisting local landowners to increase 
economic benefits from biodiversity-compatible land and wildlife uses such as tourism, in 
addition to this, but it may need to examine further why the local people is kept isolated 
from the tourist revenue of NNP. It is not clear what will be the contents of a NNP 
ecosystem management plan to be developed under the project. Does it include the issue 
of financial sustainability of the Park as a whole, including the project area? 

Response:  The project will provide some technical assistance to help interested local 
landowners identify and develop potential tourism-related opportunities.  However, 
tourism income is not expected to become a major economic benefit for this community, 
for reasons explained in the discussion on alternatives considered (see Section C3). 
There are other sources of funds available in the country to support development of small 
enterprises, should interest and good opportunities be identified.  The NNP ecosystem 
management plan has been completed in the interim since these GEFSEC comments were 
made in 2003.   Financial sustainability is addressed, but as is usually the case with PA 
financing, no solutions are indicated that would eliminate the need for Government and 
donor funding in the future.  

3. Sustainability 
Comment (a): The proposal does not make a convincing case for sustainability. 
…………the sustainability of the model, which is in turn tied to the ability of the 
proposers to identify additional funding to continue the leasing program after the GEF 
project is completed; and (2) the need to demonstrate leveraging of substantial additional 
financing through the GEF grant. 

Response:  The section on Sustainability (in Section C3) has been expanded to better 
address these issues.   
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Comment (b): GEF is the only major source for the lease payment identified and the 
project activities to attain future co-financing need to consider various scenarios. 
Furthermore, none of the co-financing identified so far is for wildlife conservation lease 
payments, which raised a concern as to whether the proposers would be able to moblize 
funds for this purpose in the future, as would be needed to sustain the program beyond 
the close of the GEF project. However, GEF policy is to require the full financing 
package to be completed, with sources of co-financing identified and all funds committed, 
at the time of CEO approval. 

Response:  This comment is no longer true, as $200,000 has been committed by TNC 
and AWF, as well as nearly $50,000 by KWS, specifically for financing of wildlife 
leases.  Full financing package has been completed as required.

4. Replicability 
 
Comment: The WCL program itself is not financially sustainable as presented. The 
possibility of replication is not highly expected. 

Response:  The section on Replicability has been expanded to explain the broader 
context within which the lessons from the project will support replication(e.g. AWF’s 
active promotion of land acquisition and “Payment for Environmental Services” for 
wildlife conservation in East Africa).   There will also be a dissemination and replication 
strategy which will include, among other things, identification of specific appropriate 
sites for further application of the WCL approach. 
 

5. Stakeholder Involvement 
Comment: The Stakeholder section in the brief identifies landowners, local government 
and tourism industry etc. as stakeholders but only explains the land owners’ 
participation. What are other’s participation and roles? 

Response:  The landowners are by far the most significant stakeholders as they are the 
ones who decide whether or not to enroll their land in the program, thus committing to 
implement the land use and other requirements.    The proposal describes the role of 
KWS both with respect to financial and technical support and the context of the NNP 
ecosystem management plan.  It also describes the roles of conservation NGO partners  
such as FONNAP and AWF, both with respect to implementation of the program in 
Kitengela and dissemination/replication of the approach elsewhere in East Africa.  The 
tourism industry has no direct role at this time, although in the future it may become a 
source of finance.  Local government is purposely kept out of the implementation of the 
program at the request of the participants (the negotiations and transactions are between 
TWF and the landowners only).   As indicated in the proposal, the main role of local and 
national government relate to improving the environment for success of the WCL 
approach through policy measures (e.g. zoning) to reduce pressure for conversion of the 
wildlife/pastoralist land to other uses. 
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6. Core commitment and Linkages 
 
Comment: Information not provided. 

Response:  Section has now been completed 
 

7. Collaboration and Coordination 
 
Comment: Information not provided.. 

Response:  Section has now been completed 
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Annex 1   
Project Results Framework 

PDO Project Outcome Indicators Use of Project Output 
Information

Enhance the quality of 
life and economic 
security of the local 
Maasai landowners  

30 % decrease in local households 
participating in WCL program sell any 
portion of their land during life of the 
project2

50% Decrease in average annual 
livestock losses to wildlife predation in 
the project area 

If any significant proportion of 
participating households sell 
part of their land, 
it will indicate that the 
incremental income provided by 
the WCL is not sufficient to 
eliminate the need or incentive 
to sell land.  Discussions with 
the participants will indicate 
whether to consider increasing 
the per acre payment or whether 
other incentives or measures 
would better address the 
problem.  
If livestock losses do not 
decrease as expected, it will 
indicate need for further 
research for better anti-predation 
measures or better extension 
work to promote adoption. 

GLOBAL 
OBJECTIVE 
Maintain the seasonal 
dispersal areas and 
migration corridor open 
to ensure the viability of 
the Nairobi National 
Park ecosystem and its 
biodiversity 

Annual seasonal dispersal of large 
ungulates into Kitengela area on 
ecologically significant scale observed in 
at least two of the 4 project years (based 
on consensus of local wildlife 
specialists). 

Decreased incidence of killing of wildlife 
by local herders/farmers  

If annual seasonal 
dispersal/migration occurs 
consistently, and landowners 
demonstrate tolerance for 
presence of wildlife including 
large predators, it will confirm the 
viability of maintaining the 
Nairobi National Park and 
Kitengela as an open ecosystem.    
Conversely, if the open habitat is 
maintained through WCL but 
wildlife from NNP do not 
regularly use the 
dispersal/migration area, or if 
human/wildlife conflict continues 
at high levels or escalates, it 
suggest that enclosing the NNP 
may be the best management 
option. 

The degree of landowners’ 
willingness to tolerate large 
predators reflects their satisfaction 
that the balance between costs and
benefits of wildlife presence i.e. 
that decreased losses plus 
financial compensation have 
created an acceptable situation.

2 Refers to all land owned by the household, not only land which is enrolled in the WCL program, given that selling 
of enrolled land would be a violation of the terms of the WCL and likely cause for termination of that household’s 
participation 
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INTERMEDIATE 
RESULTS   

RESULTS INDICATORS Use of Intermediate 
Outcome Monitoring 

Component A: 
Increasing land 
secured for 
conservation   

Expanded area under 
contractual commitment to 
be maintained in condition 
conducive for wildlife use, 
as defined by terms of 
WCL leases  (unfenced,  
uncultivated, landowners 
practicing tolerance to 
wildlife presence) 

Increase in area  voluntarily enrolled in 
WCL from 8400 acres to 60,000 acres by 
end of project 

Increase in total number of participating 
households under WCL increases to 
approximately 500 from baseline.  

No increase in % of  target Kitengela range 
land that is enclosed by fences, compared 
with baseline at start of project 3

30% increase in number of  lions, (key 
bioindicator species for large predator 
populations) in Nairobi National Park. 

The rate and extent to which 
candidate landowners 
become participants, and the 
amount of their land they 
enroll in the WCL program, 
will provide information 
regarding the adequacy of the 
lease payments as an 
incentive 

Given existing trends, 
absence of new fencing and 
new cultivation in project 
area will confirm the viability 
of WCL as incentive to 
maintain current land use 

Lions are top level, territorial 
predators with a history of 
being killed by local 
landowners if found outside 
NNP boundary.  They serve 
as a good  indicator species 
both for area of suitable 
habitat and for attitude of 
local landowners towards 
wildlife conservation  

3 Represents halting/reversal of a negative trend:  wildlife migration area enclosed/blocked has grown from ca. 1% 
in early 1990’s to ca. 10% today 
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Component B: 
(Institutional 
strengthening for 
implementation and 
dissemination/ 
replication of WCL 
program): 

TWF and KILA develop 
the capacity to operate  
WCL program on 
expanded scale, 
efficiently and to the 
satisfaction of program 
participants and funders 

An effective Research  and monitoring 
system for wildlife populations, their 
movements,  habitat condition and for lease 
compliance and impacts, in place 

Effective administration systems providing 
timely and transparent negotiation, 
registration, payment and monitoring of 
leases in place and operational. (as indicated 
by financial audits, independent evaluation, 
participant survey) 

Increase in KILA membership;  and 
majority of local landowners accept it as  
their representative and intermediary  with 
TWF & Government on WCL and other 
land issues 

East Africa wildlife conservation 
practitioners identify additional sites for trial 
implementation of WCL approach 

TWF currently uses an 
ecosystem map (prepared by 
ILRI ,  TWF and KILA) to 
ensure only open/unfenced 
land is enrolled in WCL, but 
otherwise awarding of leases 
is mainly on first come/first 
served basis.   During 
expansion phase, evidence 
will be sought to confirm that 
ongoing research and 
monitoring are used to ensure  
that additional resources are 
used effectively to target 
highest priority areas, up to 
the point where project 
reaches final target of  having 
all 60,000 acres of priority 
wildlife area  under  lease  

Results of audits and 
management reviews will 
help to ensure the scaling up 
of the existing pilot program 
is done effectively and 
efficiently, and will provide 
important information 
regarding measures needed 
for successful scaling up   

Level of acceptance of KILA 
by landowners will provide 
an indication of the level of 
their satisfaction with project 
implementation  

Degree of interest in 
replicating the WCL model at 
other sites will reflect on the 
effectiveness of project 
outreach activities, and  
confirm the viability of the 
approach as judged by 
conservation professionals  
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Component C: 
Enhancing the long 
term sustainability of 
the WCL program and 
the NNP ecosystem 

Support to be provided 
for policy reform, 
leveraging of additional 
financing and reducing 
wildlife related conflicts 
and costs 

3 key policy measures receiving wide 
support within government and civil society 
to support continuation of  
wildlife/pastoralist land use in the project 
area approved and/or formalized4 .

40% increase in households adopting Non-
lethal measures for reducing wildlife 
predation on livestock. in the project area 

Increase in % of girls in target area that are 
enrolled in school  

TFW develops and implements a 
professional quality fundraising strategy for 
WCL, and raises at least  $210,000 of 
funding for wildlife leases (beyond GEF 
and co-financing already identified during 
project preparation) 

WCL Trust Fund established  

Evidence of support for such 
land use policies will 
enhance the likelihood of 
long term sustainability of 
the WCL approach;  lack of 
support will indicate that the 
model is probably not viable 
in the longer term 

Extent of adoption of non-
lethal livestock protection 
measures will provide an 
indication of quality of 
relationship between 
landowners and KWS and 
other wildlife supporters 

Proportion of girls enrolled in 
school serves as a proxy 
indicator that local 
communities are benefiting 
from the program, enjoying 
greater financial security, and 
therefore likely to continue 
participation.  Increased 
school attendance also 
contributes to long-term 
sustainability by creating a 
better educated community 
and by opening the door for 
alternative economic 
opportunities, thus reducing 
land pressure. 

Long-term sustainability of 
WCL approach depends on 
TWF and partners being able 
to raise sufficient funds to 
maintain lease payments.  
Obtaining the $210,000 of 
matching funds for this GEF 
grant is a good medium-term 
indicator; successful 
establishment of WCL Trust 
Fund will be good indicator 
of longer term prospects. 

4 formal adoption of substantial new policies may not be realistic expectation given the project time frame 
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Arrangements for results monitoring

Target Values Data Collection and Reporting
Outcome Indicators Baseline YR1 YR2 YR3 YR4 Frequency

and Reports
Data

Collection
Instruments

Responsibility
for Data

Collection
30 % decrease in local
households participating
in WCL program sell
any portion of their land
during life of the project

40% - 30% 20% 10% Annual Survey TWF, ILRAD,
KWS

50% decrease in average
annual livestock losses to
wildlife predation in the
project area

100
(average of losses
for 2004 & 2005)

- 80 - 50 Annual Survey TWF, ILRAD,
KWS

Annual seasonal
dispersal of large
ungulates into Kitengela
area on ecologically
significant scale
observed in at least two
of the 4 project years.

To be measured
at start of project

- - - Migration
observed in at
least 2 of the 4
project years

Annual Survey TWF, ILRAD,
KWS

Decreased incidence of
killing of wildlife by
local herders/farmers

To be measured
at start of project

- - - No large predators
killed in project
area in Year 4

Annual Survey TWF, ILRAD,
KWS

Results Indicators for
Each Component

Component 1:

Increase in total amount of
land (acres) voluntarily
enrolled in WCL

8400 20,000 60,000 Annual Registered
lease contracts
(TWF records)

TWF

Increase in number of
participating households
under WCL

115 - 250 - 500 Annual Registered
lease contracts
(TWF records)

TWF

No increase in % of target
Kitengela range land that
is enclosed /blocked by
fences

Approx. 10%
enclosed

- - - Maximum 11%
enclosed

Annual Updates of
GPS maps

TWF, ILRAD
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30% increase in lion
population within NNP
ecosystem

Estimated 8
individuals

- - - 26-30 adult
individuals

Annual Survey TWF, KWS,
FoNNAP

Component 2:
An effective Research and
monitoring system for
wildlife populations, their
movements, habitat
condition and for lease
compliance and impacts,
in place.

WC leases
provided on “first
come” basis,
though only for
unfenced land

- Strong
overlap
between
highest
priority WF
areas and
lease
coverage

- Leases cover all
identified
significant
wildlife area

Annual Ecosystem and
lease coverage
maps

TWF, KWS,
FoNNAP, ILRI

Effective administration
systems providing timely
and transparent
negotiation, registration,
payment and monitoring
of leases in place and
operational.

Simple admin
system for limited
# of
leases/participants

Effective
administration
of scaled-up
program

Effective
administration
of scaled-up
program

Effective
administration
of scaled-up
program

Effective
administration of
scaled-up program

Annual
(audit); semi-
annual
(independent
management
review)

Audit report;

Management
review report

Independent
audit firm;

Management
consultants
engaged by
TWF

Increase in KILA
membership

117 - 150 - 250 Annual KILA records; KILA

East Africa wildlife
conservation practitioners
identify additional sites for
trial implementation of
WCL approach

No sites identified - - - 2 sites identified End of project Results of local
conservation
NGO meetings

TWF, AWF

Component 3:
3 key Policy measures to
support continuation of
wildlife/pastoralist land
use in the project area,
approved and formalized ,

Multi-sectoral
Nairobi National
Park Ecosystem
and Borderlands
Committee in
place

Draft land use
policy awaiting
GOK approval

Borderlands
Committee still
operational,
actively
influencing land
and resource use
policies

Approved land
use plan, with key
wildlife areas
zoned for
wildlife/pastoralist
use
Kitengela Sheep

Occasional Project reports;
GOK policy
documents,
Attitude
surveys

TWF

NNPEB
Committee;
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Management of
Kitengela Sheep
& Goat Ranch
delegated to KWS

& Goat Ranch
formally
transferred to
KWS or to Kenya
Land
Conservation
Trust

Increase in % of
households adopting non-
lethal measures for
reducing wildlife predation
on livestock

<10 % - - - 50% Annual Project reports TWF, AWF,
FoNNAP, ILRI

Increase in % of girls in
target area that are enrolled
in school

43.8% (primary
school)

6.8% (secondary
school)

-

-

-

-

-

-

60 % (primary)

20 %
(secondary)

Annual Surveys ILRE, TWF

Additional funding for
wildlife leases leveraged
by TWF

N/A - $50,000 - $210,000 Annual TWF records TWF

WCL Trust Fund
established

N/A - - - TF legally
established and
operational

N/A Project reports;
TWF annual
reports

TWF
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Annex 2 
 

Risk Analysis 
 
KWS approach to NNP management 

KWS is under pressure from some stakeholders to fence off the southern boundary of the park, 
which would eliminate the role of the area as a wildlife dispersal area and migration corridor for 
the park..  These pressures are mainly the result of human/wildlife conflict in the project area 
(wildlife attacking livestock, crops and sometimes people), and some concern over poaching in 
the Kitengela area (i.e., the animals would be safer if they remained on the inside of a park 
fence).  To date, the KWS Board has resisted these pressures based on their recognition of the 
importance of the dispersal areas and migration routes to the long-term sustainability of the park 
and the negative experiences from fully enclosing other  PAs, such as Lake Nakuru NP, which 
has experienced significant ecological changes and regular crashes in some wildlife populations.   
The proposed project aims to reduce these pressures by increasing the benefits that local 
landowners derive from wildlife and also reducing the costs through dissemination of methods to 
reduce wildlife attacks and disease transmission (e.g. improved fence designs and lighting).  The 
existence of the project itself, including GEF funding, will also enhance recognition by 
government and other stakeholders of the importance of this area and of  maintaining the larger 
NNP ecosystem, rather than creating a small, artificial fenced park (effectively a large zoo).   

 
Local support: Local landowners have been consistently very receptive to the WCL approach, 
and those participating in the program have without exception abided by the terms of the leases.   
There has been no fencing, cultivation, sale or subdivision within the area under WCLs.   By 
contrast,  in the overall project area, land fragmentation has continued at a steady pace since the 
area was first adjudicated to individual titles in 1988.  .  
 
This success is explainable in part by the fact that the program allows landowners to maintain 
ownership of their traditional land and continue their preferred pastoralist lifestyle, while 
enjoying a modest but reliable income and enabling them to meet their urgent financial needs.  
Specific factors responsible for the positive attitude  and the success of the current small scale 
WCL initiative phase include: 
 
� The combination of WCL fees and livestock yields over a long term are greater than can 

usually be realized by conversion of the land to crop cultivation,  
� Through the WCL program, wildlife yields significant revenue to the landowners without the 

uncertainty of farming in a semi-arid drought prone region. 
� Beyond financial incentives, the WCL program enables the Maasai community to continue 

its deeply valued cultural tradition of open cattle ranching, including having wildlife and 
livestock living side-by-side. 

� The WCL fees represent an excellent form of insurance against large livestock losses, which 
occur frequently during droughts. 

� Wildlife Conservation Lease fees are paid directly to each landowner with no intermediaries 
involved. 
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� The Wildlife Conservation Leases are self-regulating, so the inconsistent Kenya legal system 
need not be involved.  For instance, if a leaseholder should choose to violate the terms of the 
lease and fence his land, no legal action would be brought.  His lease payments would simply 
stop until the fence came down. 

� Adherence to the terms of the lease are checked regularly in a transparent manner, against 
clear and agreed criteria. 

� The WCL program was initiated and is implemented by individuals and organizations with 
whom the local landowners have been familiar for many years, as the Friends of Nairobi 
National Park has long been active in community conservation efforts in the area.  The WCL 
staff in turn are very familiar with and respectful of the Maasai culture, traditions and rights. 
 

Land values and the potential for escalating lease fees 
 
In order to succeed in the longer term the WCL program must continue to provide a sufficient 
financial incentive to tip the balance towards retaining rather than selling land.   Thus, the 
income from the lease together with compatible land uses must be regarded as competitive with 
alternative land uses such as agriculture.   This will not depend exclusively on cash values:  the 
ACC/ILRI surveys indicated that most of the local landowners have a strong desire to keep their 
land, and sell parts of it only when forced to do so by an urgent need for cash due to family 
emergencies or in drought years.   The risk of additional landowners declining to participate in 
the WCL program or dropping out in the future can therefore be assessed by looking at the 
current situation and trends relating to land values,  agricultural production, and the gap between 
households’ cash needs and their income from various sources.  
 
Land prices in the area vary greatly depending on specific location and the interests of the buyer 
and on average have fallen sharply in the last five years.   At present the majority of the land, 
which is not immediately adjacent to the NNP or Kitengela town, is worth about $250-400/acre.  
Parcels adjoining the Park or on paved roads have sometimes brought as much as $1000-
$1500/acre, although there have been few if any sales of such land for the past several years.   
While $4/acre may appear to be a small sum in comparison to these land value figures, it has so 
far been sufficient to tip the balance for current participants, due to the high value that 
landowners place on the tradition and security of land ownership.  As noted above, there is 
currently a considerable unmet demand within the community for conservation leases at $4/acre. 

GOK land development and agricultural policies over the next several years will have a major 
impact on land values and the prospects for success of the WCL program and on the long-term 
prospects of the NNP ecosystem as a whole.   One of the greatest threats to the NNP ecosystem 
is its proximity to the city of Nairobi, which raises the risk of urban expansion driving up land 
values and displacing both wildlife and livestock.   However ( as noted in the main text), within 
the context of the ongoing GOK land policy process at both national and local levels there is 
active support for establishing “pastoralist/wildlife” land use zones in key wildlife areas, 
including the proposed project area.  Such zoning would reduce the potential for urban expansion 
and other types of land transformation along with associated escalation in land values.  Similarly, 
there is increasing political pressure to introduce substantial charges for water abstraction.  This 
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would greatly reduce the incentives for expanding irrigated cultivation in areas like the NNP 
migration/dispersal area (rainfed cultivation is highly risky), again improving the comparative 
attractiveness of maintaining mixed livestock husbandry and wildlife conservation as the 
principle land use.  Other important pending actions are the gazetting of the 2,912 acre “sheep 
and goat ranch” land and the purchase (by the Friends of Nairobi National Park, with funding 
from the European Union) of several other critical, vulnerable parcels of land.   Successful 
completion of these actions would demonstrate the commitment on the part of KWS and GOK to 
maintain the greater NNP ecosystem including its migration/dispersal areas. The existence of the 
project itself, including the demonstration of support from the international community in the 
form of a GEF grant, is in itself likely to influence these policy decisions in favor of maintaining 
an ecosystem-wide approach and maintaining wildlife and compatible land uses 
 

Long-term funding for WCL 
 
TWF, KWS and other partners aim to establish a long-term financing mechanism such as a Trust 
Fund in order to be able to continue the WCL program indefinitely.   This is in recognition that 
long term conservation requires long term funding.  The driving forces behind conversion of 
wildlife habitat will not disappear over time; therefore the counter-veiling support for 
biodiversity conservation must not disappear either.    The proposed GEF MSP would make a 
major contribution to this objective both by securing the most critical  wildlife areas for the short 
term (4-5 years) and by helping to mobilize the funding needed for the long term.  The fact that 
GEF support is in place serves as something of a magnet in and of itself by lending credibility to 
an initiative (several donors have indicated to TWF that they are potentially interested but are 
waiting for initial GEF funding).  In addition, the MSP will enable TWF and its partners to 
demonstrate that this promising initiative can continue to work well on a significantly larger 
scale and over a longer period of time.  The design of the project is based on the assumption that 
various  donors will come in with increasing contributions once the GEF project is in place.  By 
the fourth year it is expected that half of the financing for conservation leases will be from other 
sources.   The declining percentage of GEF contribution is also aimed at ensuring that the 
program does not expand too quickly,  creating the potential for a sudden, massive drop off  
should the envisioned cofinancing not materialize at the anticipated expected.   If fund raising 
should prove less than successful in the first 2-3 years, TWF and KWS will have time to revise 
their strategy, for example by defining a smaller final core area.  
 

Financial sustainability:   Financial sustainability is always raised as a concern in the 
case of Payment for Environmental Services, on the grounds that the activities and positive 
impacts will only continue so long as there is a source of funding for the payments.  In fact, this 
issue is not unique to the PES approach, as few if any PAs or conservation projects ever become 
fully self-financing.  Most depend on at least some continued external funding, which generally 
depends in part on a combination of the international profile and priority placed on the assets in 
question, evidence that conservation efforts are showing success, and the quality and level of 
fund-raising.  The  NNP ecosystem is an internationally recognized and widely cherished 
wildlife area which has traditionally and reliably attracted external support and is likely to 
continue to do so in the future, particularly if  donors see that their support is having a positive 
impact.   The easily measured and already demonstrated success of the WCL program are 
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therefore important factors for attracting continuing support.  The proposed project will also 
make a valuable contribution by securing the most critical  wildlife areas for the short term (4-5 
years), buying time for longer term solutions (such as land use zoning described above) to be 
developed.    In addition, the project provides benefits both for wildlife conservation and for the 
indigenous Maasai community, and enjoys a high degree of local support, thus broadening the 
range of likely donors.   The project will support the development and implementation of a fund-
raising strategy, and a substantial part of the GEF funds will only be released if the TWF 
succeeds in raising other funds on a 1:1 matching basis.  The project will also assist TWF to 
explore the possibility of establishing a Trust Fund, which is the most reliable mechanism for 
providing the kind of modest, reliable, long-term funding which is required to maintain the WCL 
program.    
 

It also addresses long term funding challenges in a number of ways, both by increasing the 
likelihood including : 
 

(i) the project sets realistic, straightforward objectives with easily measured indicators to 
enable donors to see the positive impacts if the program is successful;  

(ii) the WCL approach is becoming an integral part of the KWS strategy for protection 
and management of the NNP ecosystem, with a long-term commitment from KWS 
for budgetary support.  This is important both in itself and because it increases the 
likelihood of future donor support; 

(iii) the project includes support for engaging with local and national government to 
improve the policy environment for achieving the project objectives.  A key aspect is 
facilitating initiatives aimed at establishing the Kitengela formally as an area for 
pastoralist and wildlife use (e.g. through zoning) rather than agriculture or residential 
development, thus reducing the likelihood that land values will increase to a point 
where the WCL approach is no longer viable;  

(iv) participating households have generally used part of the proceeds from WCL to pay 
school fees.  Educated children have a better chance of finding other sources of 
employment, thus reducing the pressure to subdivide the family land, and may also be 
more likely to support environmental objectives such as wildlife conservation;   and   

(v) the project  includes support for TWF to develop and implement a fund-raising 
strategy and to establish a Trust Fund aimed at generating a modest level of funding 
to maintain WCLs in perpetuity.    

 


